.gram of plutonium (plus or minus $7,000), using the least expensive of the HOX fabrication options identified. The cost of processing 50 tons of plutonium in this way would then be $500 million (plus or minus $350 million), This figure would be substantially higher if the more expensive fabrication approaches were used. These estimated relate only to the excess fiiel costs, and do not account for any necessary expenditures for modifying existing reactors -or building flew ones to bum plutorjium, licensing the relevant facilities, any increase in spent feel disposal costs resulting ten
; , For reactor types that use more enriched fuels, such as liquld*meta! or feh-temperatiire- gas-cooled reactors, fuel made from free plw-|ofj&m would be competitive because of the higher costs of uranium pur-cljases and enrichment when reactors of these types use uranium fuels, THese reactor types themselves, however, are not currently economically competitive with other sources of power, and the availability of free pluto-niTuni as fuel would not make them so. Storage of large stocks of weapons plutonium until such reactors become competitive is not attractive for security reasons. Moreover, with the prices paid for plutonium storage in the commercial market, the storage cost would quickly outweigh the potential v^lue of the plutonium.
*v Oil shale provides a useful comparison, Like plutonium, such shales contain substantial energy value. But like plutonium, that energy cannot be used without first making substantial investments, and the alternative fuels available— crude oil, in the case of oil shale—are significantly cheaper in the current market. Some day, as oil becomes scarce, oil shale will probably Become valuable; similarly, as uranium supplies run out, plutonium is Hcdy to1 become valuable. But neither of these commodities has economic value ,. The difference, of course, is that large stocks of excess plutcmlum, oil shale, pose major security risks.
In short, in strictly economic terms, excess weapons plutonium Is mote aiiabiuty than an asset. No matter what approach is taken to long-term dls-position, the process is likely to involve a net economic cost, rather than a nft benefit An important question addressed in this study, therefore, is the sQE of the net additional cost required to use (Ms plutonium in reac-Compared tq the cost of disposal options that would not make use of its energy content
, These estunates are explained in detail in Mmagemnt and Disposition of Bsctst ,otis* Plutonium: Report of the Panel on Reactor-Kelattd Options (Washtogton, ^rational Academv Pn«c«r                -iring the nuclear weapons from active duty, disabling them, bringing them to dismantlement sites (if necessary, from foreign deployment), and retiring or dismantling the launchers involved are also critical parts of the arms reduction process, but are beyond the scope of this report.
